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In this two-year study, we evaluated a formal mentoring program by examining the 
retention rate and program satisfaction of first-year university students who 
volunteered to participate. Mentors were Intermediate/Senior preservice teacher 
candidates, invited to take an additional credit class relating to Teacher Advisor 
Programs in Ontario Secondary Schools. The retention rates and grade point 
averages (GPA) of participating students (experimental group) were higher than 
those for the control group, consisting of first-time students with similar programs of 
study and exiting secondary school averages (i.e., < 75%). In written comments, 
students suggested program satisfaction and noted its effectiveness. 

Key words: social learning theory, theory of involvement, social capital theory 

Dans cette etude d'une duree de deux ans, Tauteure a evalue un programme de 
mentorat en examinant les taux de retention et le degre de satisfaction des etudiants 
de 1“ cycle qui ont accepte d'y participer. Les mentors etaient des stagiaires en 
enseignement de niveau intermediate ou superieur invites a prendre un cours a 
option associe au programme d'enseignants-guides (maitres associes) dans les ecoles 
secondaires ontariennes. Les taux de retention et la moyenne cumulative des 
etudiants (groupe experimental) etaient superieurs a ceux du groupe-temoin, 
compose d' etudiants de 1" cycle inscrits dans des programmes d'etudes semblables et 
ayant eu des moyennes comparables a la fin de leurs etudes secondaires (c.-a-d. < 75 
%). Dans leurs commentaires ecrits, les etudiants semblaient satisfaits et soulignaient 
Tefficacite du programme. 

Mots cles : theorie de Tapprentissage social, theorie de Timplication, theorie du capital 
social. 


Over the last decade, there has been a surge of formal mentoring 
programs among universities to consider sfudenf refenfion. Many such 
sfudies (Asfin, 1993; Bean & Eafon, 2002; Carter, 2000) have used 
graduation as an indicator for refenfion. Ofhers (Berger, 2002; Fleck, 
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2000; Tinto, 1987; Wild & Ebbers, 2002) have identified student 
completion rates as a fundamental measurement of an institution's 
success in meeting student needs. Research into the factors that impact 
persistence (program completion) is crucial for institutions to develop 
appropriate policies and practices to enhance retention. To add to the 
research on program completion, I have focused this study on the 
impact of mentoring on the retention of first-year students. 

As students enter university, they find factors that adversely affect 
their transition from high school to university, for example, new found 
independence, homesickness, time management, finances, or different 
teaching styles. Further, because of the demands of a knowledge-based 
society, students from various cultures, socioeconomic backgrounds, 
different learning styles, or with low entrance grades are entering 
university. As a result, several factors affect student success: inability to 
meet university academic standards, inability to adapt to a new social 
and academic environment, changes in personal goals and aspirations, 
lack of motivation and clearly defined goals, priority of other 
commitments such as work or family, financial difficulty, or 
incongruence between an institution's orientation and approach and 
that desired by an individual (Lang & Ford, 1992). 

These factors translate into a need for increased academic and 
personal counseling programs to improve student retention, particularly 
for low-achieving students, defined, for the purpose of this study, as 
students with secondary school exiting averages of 70 per cent or less. 
Because compensatory universities accept these lower achieving 
students to give them opportunity, and to increase their own 
government funding, they need to make students' transition from high 
school to university fluid by providing them with the skills, knowledge, 
and confidence necessary to successfully fulfill their degree 
requirements. These students are a particular challenge because they 
may have poor study habits, study alone, often do not seek help, or 
know how to seek help. In other words, they often find themselves 
dropping out in the first year because they were unable to seek and 
acquire tools for success. Nagda, Gregerman, Jonides, Von Hippel and 
Lerner (1997) found that most students, including academically 
achieving students, enter university unprepared for the required level of 
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work and often need assistance to acclimate to a new environment. Such 
students have naive notions about the scope of undergraduate 
education, especially about where it should lead and what is expected of 
them. 

For this study, I evaluated a formal mentoring program at the 
University of Windsor for first-year, low-achieving university students 
(T.I.M.E.: Teachers' Interfaculty Mentorship Efforts). I designed the 
T.I.M.E. pilot mentoring program to enhance students' first-year 
experience and to retain them through a mutually beneficial relationship 
between mentor and protege/mentee. Using the expectations of the 
Ministry of Education document for secondary schools in Ontario, 
Choices into Action (1999),i I developed the pilot to include preparing 
teacher candidates in the Faculty of Education as mentors for first-year 
students. The program complemented the University's existing retention 
programs offered through the Faculties of Arts and Social Sciences and 
Science (e.g.. University lOU SIRC [student information resource center], 
STEPS [skills to enhance personal success], and "turnaround" and 
"probation" workshops). In particular. The University of Windsor offers 
University 101 as an introduction to the purposes and processes of 
university education, emphasizing the skills and strategies needed to 
make a successful transition to the academic and cultural environment. 
Students who are admitted with less than program requirements (64%- 
70%) are required to take this course. It is also recommended for most 
undeclared majors and students who did not get into their first-choice 
program. Any first-year student can take this course as a credit option. 

The formal mentoring pilot program that I designed is an added 
bonus for students because of its one-on-one relationship. It helps 
students build on the skills that are indicated in the course objectives. In 
addition, students build skills in self-concept and networking. The 
interfaculty support for this pilot-program was intended to support the 
undergraduate faculties to build collaboration and strengthen the goals 
of retention of first-year students. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Research on Retention 

Research on student retention at university has significant relevance 
because of fhe considerable compefifion for sfudenfs among colleges and 
universifies, resulfing in accepfance of sfudenfs wifh varying skills in 
many of fhe compensafory universifies (Paul, 2001; Pelfier, Laden & 
Mafranga, 1999). Compensafory universifies view refenfion as parf of fhe 
educafional process, wifh fransifion programs fo address academic, 
personal, and social experiences (Hicks, 2005). 

The fheorefical frameworks dominafing refention research were 
developed in fhe 1970s. Asfin (1974) developed his fheory of 
involvemenf, confending fhaf sfudenfs relafed learning and refenfion fo 
fheir involvemenf wifhin an insfifufion. He argued fhaf frue involvemenf 
required fhe invesfmenf of energy in academic relafionships and 
acfivifies relafed fo fhe campus. The mosf compelling generalizafion 
derived from Asfin' s (1993) finding was fhe pervasive effecf of fhe peer 
group on an individual sfudenf's developmenf. Cognifive, affecfive, 
psychological, and behavioural developmenf were all affecfed by peer 
group characferisfics. Also, Asfin (1993) found fhaf fwo faculfy 
characferisfics had subsfanfial and wide-ranging effecfs: fhe exfenf fo 
which fhe faculfy is research-orienfed and fhe exfenf fo which if is 
sfudenf-orienfed, wifh fhe former having negafive effecfs and fhe laffer 
posifive effecfs. In short, he found fhaf learning, academic performance, 
and refenfion were posifively associafed wifh academic involvemenf, 
involvemenf wifh faculfy, and involvemenf wifh sfudenf peer groups. 

Exfending Asfin's (1974) developmenf of fhis comprehensive fheory 
of involvemenf, Tinfo (1987) developed fhe fheory of sfudenf deparfure, 
fhe mosf commonly died fheory of sfudenf persisfence. In a longifudinal 
model of insfifufional deparfure, Tinfo affribufed an individual's 
decision fo confinue affending an insfifufion fo pre-enfry affribufes, fhe 
sfudenf's goals and commifmenfs, academic and social insfifufional 
experiences, and academic and social infegrafion. Wifh fhis model, Tinfo 
disfinguished individual facfors from insfifufional facfors. Tinto found 
fhaf fhe sfrucfure of an insfifufion of higher education influenced 
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students in their decision making, as did their social and intellectual 
integration. 

American and Canadian universities have recognized student 
retention as a critical issue since the early 1970s (Hicks, 2005; Strommer, 
1993). In the United States, it was discovered through The College 
Testing Program (American College Testing Program, 2002) that 
students entering private and public higher education institutions in 
2002 experienced dropout rates of 25.9 per cent and 25.1 per cent 
respectively within the first year. Despite the fact that more students are 
entering university, only 41.9 per cent earn a degree within 5 years. 
According to Statistic Canada (2005), only 30 per cent of fhe populafion 
wifh an average age of 22 graduafed in 2001 wifh a bachelor's and/or 
fheir firsf professional degree (e.g. engineering). 

Researchers (Braunsfein & McGrafh, 1997; Nagda, Gregerman, 
Jonides, von Hippel & Lemer, 1998) have found fhaf mosf sfudenfs, 
including sfudenfs wifh high averages, enfer universify unprepared for 
fhe required level of work and offen need assisfance fo acclimafe fo fhe 
new environment. They go to campus with a set of needs fhaf musf be 
addressed in universify so fhaf fhey may succeed (Sfrommer, 1993). Key 
researchers (Asfin, 1993; Nagda ef al., 1998; Tinfo, 1993) found fhaf 
sfudenf difficulties in identifying wifh, and connecfing fo, fhe academic 
and social culfures and subculfures wifhin an insfifufion can lead fo poor 
academic performance and evenfual wifhdrawal. 

Mentoring and Retention 

For almosf 175 years, insfifufions of higher educafion have expressed 
concern abouf fhe refenfion of firsf-year sfudenfs (Levine, 1991; Hicks, 
2005). According fo Hicks, researchers have sfudied college sfudenfs in 
fheir firsf year for fwo reasons: fhe firsf year shapes subsequenf 
persisfence and fhe largesf proporfion of insfifufion leaving occurs in fhe 
firsf year. Some insfifufions have developed programs for firsf-year 
sfudenfs fo deal wifh such issues as academic achievemenf, academic 
persisfence, and graduafion programs (Levine, 1991; Tinfo, 1993; Greene 
& Puefzer, 2002), fhaf included infensive orienfafion, developmenfal 
course work, advising, counselling, or menforing (Brown, 1995; 
Gapolupo,Fuller& Wilson, 1995; Sfrommer, 1993; Hicks, 2003). In 
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particular, researchers (Strommer, 1993; Tinto, 1993) realized that critical 
components of successful firsf-year programs included academic 
advising, orienfafion, supporf programs, fuforing, supplemenfal 
insfrucfion, firsf-year seminars, skills developmenf programs, mentoring 
programs, and placemen! fesfing. 

Alfhough fhe implemenfafion of firsf-year programs is a response fo 
a nafional concern regarding decreasing rates of refenfion, furfher 
research is needed fo evaluafe nafional inifiafives (Colfon, Cormer, 
Shulfz & Easter, 1999; Hicks, 2003; Johnson, 2001; Pifkefhy & Prosser, 
2001). Fleck (2000) nofed fhaf progress has been made in idenfifying 
which sfudenf characferisfics are predicfors of sfudenfs leaving prior fo 
graduafion. Untorfunafely, fhe abilify fo predicf academic performance 
and refenfion sufficienfly and accurafely remains limifed (Hicks, 2005). 
According fo Fleck, gaps exisf in fhe research on fhe role sfudenfs' 
percepfions and expecfafions play in refenfion rafes. 

According fo Colfon ef al. (1999), success of infrusive infervenfion 
programs demands a crifical evaluafion of refenfion needs and fhe fargef 
populafion (demographically) of fhe adopfing insfifufions. These 
researchers considered fhe following infrinsic componenfs required for 
adopfion of infrusive infervenfion programs such as a formal mentoring 
program: fhe philosophy of infrusive infervenfions, fhe fosfering of 
posifive faculfy/sfaff-sfudenf inferacfions, fhe use of a well-designed, 
comprehensive advisemenf component, the use of an appropriate 
colloquium, and fhe use of exfrinsic rewards. 

Mentoring is abouf creafing an enduring and meaningful 
relafionship wifh anofher person, wifh fhe focus on fhe qualify of fhaf 
relafionship including such facfors as mufual respecf, willingness fo 
learn from each ofher, or fhe use of inferpersonal skills. Mentoring is 
disfinguishable from ofher refenfion acfivifies because of fhe emphasis 
on learning in general and mufual learning in parficular. Typically, 
sfudenf-menforing programs mafch senior-level sfudenfs or sfaff 
members wifh firsf-year sfudenfs. Resulfs from several sfudies on 
menforing in higher educafion (Carfer, 2000; Fowler & Muckerf, 2004; 
Webb, 1999) supporf fhe value of sfudenf-menforing programs in 
assisfing sfudenfs wifh fheir adjusfmenf fo university, academic 
performance, and/or persistence decisions. The program fhaf I piloted 
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presents a unique relationship in higher education. In this program. 
Faculty of Education students, who have received their first degree, 
mentor first-year students. The education students receive credit and 
develop pedagogical strategies while the first-year students develop 
academic and social skills to adapt to their new environment. In this 
relationship, both the mentor and the mentee take responsibility for 
making fhe mosf of fhe learning acfivify. For fhe relafionship fo work, 
fhere needs fo be a fangible value componenf for bofh fhe mentor and 
fhe menfee, grounded in social learning and social capifal fheories. 

The purpose of fhis sfudy was fo examine fhe impacf of mentoring on 
firsf-year sfudenfs. These quesfions guided my research: 

1. Whaf are fhere differences in refenfion rafes, cumulafive GPA's, 
or number of courses failed in a year befween sfudenfs who 
parficipafed in a mentoring program and comparable sfudenfs 
who did nof parficipafe in a mentoring program? 

2. Are menfored sfudenfs safisfied wifh fhe oufcomes of fhe 
program? 

METHODOLOGY 

Using fhe Universify of Windsor's Sfudenf Informafion Sysfem (SIS), 
wifh permission from fhe Regisfrar and fhe consenf of fhe sfudents 
involved, I collecfed fhe exiting high-school averages of fhose 
parficipanfs who volunfeered for fhe program and who had been 
verified as tiffing wifhin fhe range of fhe sfudy parameters. I fhen used 
fhe SIS fo selecf fhe confrol group by randomly selecting firsf-year 
sfudenfs who had comparable exiting high-school averages. For bofh 
groups, fhe experimenfal (menfored group) and fhe confrol group (fhe 
majority of whom were faking a foundational course in skills 
development), I used a database to compare students in both groups: 
the number of courses fhaf each sfudenf failed in bofh semesters, fhe 
grade poinf average af fhe end of each semesfer, and fhe sfudenfs' 
academic sfafus. Academic sfafus refers to students as being in good 
standing, on academic probation, or required to withdraw from fheir 
program. I gave fhe Mentor Assessmenf Survey (Gohen, 1998) fo fhe 
experimenfal group fo provide a descripfive analysis of fhe program 
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from their perspective. Participants responded to a series of questions 
using a Likert Scale rating. 

Participants 

There were 128 participants in the study (56 in the mentored group and 
72 in the control group or non-mentored group). Of the 56 participants, 
34 were mentored in year one (2001) of the study and 22 were mentored 
in year two (2002). Similarly, 53 students in the control group entered in 
year one of the study and 19 in year two. All subjects were in first year of 
post-secondary education. The mentors for this program were 50 teacher 
candidates from the Intermediate/Senior division of the Faculty of 
Education, who received in-service as mentors through a credit course. 

Mentees - Experimental Group. The participants were volunteer high- 
school graduates with entering averages at the lower limit 
(approximately 70%) accepted in the Faculties of Arts and Social Sciences 
and Science. I recruited these participants at the early orientation 
program, Flead Start, and/or through the Academic Counselling offices 
of the faculties involved. Although we initially intended to focus on 
students with averages at the lower limit for admission (approximately 
70%), for ethical reasons I allowed any student who applied to 
participate. Those participants in the program who entered with 
averages above 75 per cent were not included in the analysis. 

Non-mentored - Control Group. The participants were high-school 
graduates accepted in programs in the Faculties of Arts and Social 
Sciences and Science. I selected these students to match the volunteer 
group from the database of admissions (SIS) for first year. They 
remained anonymous, identified only with their student numbers, and 
sorted by their entrance averages from high school, academic program, 
age, and gender. 

Mentors. These individuals were Faculty of Education teacher 
candidates in the Intermediate/Senior Division with qualifications to 
teach subjects from the Faculties of Arts and Social Sciences or Science. 
Initially each received a letter inviting her or him to volunteer for the 
program as part of the General Methodology (course on pedagogical 
principles) requirements. These preservice teachers had already obtained 
at least an undergraduate degree, and some, a Master's degree. These 
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teacher candidates were interviewed and matched by discipline with one 
or two mentees. 

The mentors were enrolled in a credit class that examined theory and 
practices of mentoring, advising, and social learning. The course assisted 
the candidates in the effective delivery of Onfario's Guidance and Career 
Educafion curriculum, wifh an emphasis on providing fhe resources fo 
develop sfudenfs' educafional, social, and career explorafion skills. The 
fopics of fhe course included The Armual Educafion Plan (AEP), fhe Role 
of fhe Teacher in fhe Teacher Adviser Program (TAP/TAG), The 
Idenfificafion, Placemenf and Review Commiffee IPRC process and ifs 
correlafion fo fhe Individualized Educafion Plan (lEP), fhe Onfario 
Schools Infermediafe and Senior Division OSIS Program and Diploma 
Requiremenfs documenf and. Choices Into Action (Guidance and Career 
Educafion Program Policy for Onfario Elemenfary and Secondary 
Schools) Documenf (1999). Insfrucfional approaches were designed fo 
reflecf currenf mefhodology in feacher advisory programs and fhe 
guidance program esfablished in schools in Onfario in 1999. 

In leaching fhe course, fhe menforing program became parf of fhe 
menfors' field experience course requiremenf. The menforing componenf 
of fhe course was considered fhe field pracficum. Ofher requiremenfs 
included menfors' documenfing fheir sessions in a journal including fhe 
fopic, fheir acfions, and fhe follow up consequences of fhe meefing. The 
menfors were required fo assisf menfees in enhancing fheir learning 
while mofivafing fhem fo sef realisfic educafional and social goals. The 
menfors wrofe reflecfive summaries of fhe experience; fhe menfees 
assessed fhe menfors' skills. Furfher, menfors presenfed fo fheir peers a 
research projecf on fopics arising from issues in menforing. 

RESULTS 

Impact on Student Learning 

To evaluafe fhe effecf of fhe menforing program, fhe performances of 
sfudenfs in fhe experimenfal group (menfored sfudenfs in fhe 2001 and 
2002 cohorfs) were compared fo fhe fhree confrol groups (2001 cohorf, 
2002 cohorf, and a second confrol group wifh no experience wifh 
Universify lOU). This second confrol group was nof menfored and was 
nof enrolled in a learning skills course; fhey did nof self-selecf for help 
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with the transition as compared to the other groups. I tracked 
participants' overall GPA, the GPA in their major, their academic status, 
and the number of courses failed. As a working hypofhesis, I predicfed 
fhaf fhe mentoring program would have a posifive effecf on firsf-year, 
low-achieving (enfering wifh a GPA of < 75%) sfudenfs in ferms of 
cumulative GPA for bofh semesters, reduced number of failed courses, 
and increased refenfion in fhe following year as identified by fheir year- 
end academic sfafus. (See Table 1) 


Table 1 

Incoming Averages for the Mentee Groups and the Control Groups 



N 

Mean Per Genf 

SD 

Menfee 2002 

22 

72.13 

6.26 

Gonfrol 2002 

19 

73.00 

6.92 

Menfee 2001 

34 

69.95 

5.66 

Gonfrol 2001 

53 

66.78 

4.45 

Second Gonfrol 

31 

68.42 

11.99 


GPA. Preliminary analyses, as arrayed in Table 1, indicafed fhaf fhe 
groups differed in ferms of fheir incoming averages, F (4, 149) = 4.09, p < 
.01. To confrol for fhis difference in averages, we used fhe average as a 
covariafe in all subsequenf analyses. In addition, gender was nof a 
relevanf variable because fhe fesf scores (Firsf Semester GPA, Final GPA) 
were comparable for males and females in fhe fwo-way MANGOVA, F 
(2, 138) = .42, p >.l, and fhe gender disfribufion was comparable in fhe 
groups, (4) = 7.72, p >.l. The gender variable was considered in fhe 
firsf analysis and found non-significanf; if was fherefore nof considered 
in subsequenf analyses Also, fhere were no differences wifh respecf fo 
fhe menfees' faculty (Science or Arts and Social Sciences). 

In this principal analysis, the significant main effect for Group in fhe 
MANGOVA, F(8, 278) = 3.25, p < .001 was evidenf in fhe subsequenf 
univariafe F-values for bofh Firsf Semesfer GPA, F(4, 139) = 6.54, p < .001, 
and Final GPA, F(4, 139) = 5.93, p < .001. The posf hoc analyses, (LSD) for 
fhe Firsf Semesfer GPA showed fhaf fhe Menfee 2002 group did beffer 
(mean = 6.78) fhan fhe confrol 2002 group (mean = 5.6), p <.05, fhe confrol 
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2001 group (mean = 4.4), p < .001, and the second control group (mean 
4.24), p < .001. Similarly, the Mentee 2001 group did better (mean = 6.24) 
than the control 2001 group (mean = 4.4), p <.01, and the second control 
group, (mean = 4.2), p <.001. For the Final GPA, the Mentee 2002 group 
did better (mean = 6.74) than the second controll group (mean = 4.5), p < 
.001, and the 2001 control group (mean = 4.6), p < .001, but not the 2002 
control group (mean = 5.73), p >.05. The estimated marginal means for 
the groups with respect to the covariate are reported in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Estimated Marginal Means for GPA (First Semester and Final GPA) 


GPA 

Group 

Esf. Mean 

Letter grade 
Equivalenf 

Firsf Semesfer 

Menfee 2002 

6.55 

C 


Gonfrol 2002 

5.32 

C- 


Menfee 2001 

6.19 

c 


Gonfrol 2001 

4.62 

D+ 


Second Gonfrol 

4.37 

D+ 

Final GPA 

Menfee 2002 

6.32 

C 


Confrol 2002 

5.47 

C- 


Menfee 2001 

6.28 

C 


Confrol 2001 

4.78 

D+ 


Second Confrol 

4.61 

D+ 


As may be seen in Table 2, the students in the mentored groups did 
much better in semester 1 than students in the control groups. The 
proportional gain with mentoring appears quite dramatic. In semester 2, 
although no differences occurred among fhe fhree confrol groups, fhe 
menfored group in 2002 did beffer fhan fhe second confrol group so a 
menforing effecf was evidenf. Thai fhe menfored group did nof perform 
beffer fhan fhe 2002 confrol group may be due fo a modes! impacf on fhe 
2002 confrol group from fhe Universify 101 course. The impacf was nof 
sufficienf fo disfinguish fhe 2002 confrol group (fhaf is, fhe Universify 
101 course) from fhe second confrol group (a non-remedial group) buf 
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the University 101 intervention may have contributed to the diminished 
mentoring effect with respect to the 2002 control group. 

Failing Courses. In terms of failing courses in fhe firsf semesfer, a 
sfafisfically significanf difference occurred befween fhe experimenfal 
groups (mentored) and fhe confrol groups (non-menfored), X2(4) = 14.13, 
p^<.01. In facf, for sfudenfs experiencing failure of af leasf one course (N = 
66), fhe numbers were high in fhe confrol group (Confrol 2002 = 42.9%; 
Confrol 2001 = 55.6%, second Confrol = 50.0%), whereas 19.2 per cenf of 
fhe 2002 mentored group, and 25.7 per cenf of fhe 2001 menfored group 
failed courses. In fhe second semesfer fhe difference was significanf, 
X2(4) = 14.58, p <.01, buf fhe paffem was more complex. For sfudenfs 
experiencing failure (N = 48) 31, or 65 per cenf, were in fhe confrol 
groups, yef fhe value for fhe menfored group 2002 (failure rate =15.4%) 
was nof lower fhan fhe confrol 2002 (failure rafe = 9.5%) buf was lower 
fhan fhe second confrol (failure rafe = 19.2%). The Universify 101 
program may be impacfing fhe failure rafe, posifively, by fhe second 
semesfer. Perhaps, fhen, fhe mentor program has ifs mosf dramafic 
impacf in reducing failure in fhe early parf of sfudenfs' universify career. 

Student Status. The dafa for group sfanding (see Table 3) show a 
sfafisfically significanf difference in fhe number of sfudenfs in good 
sfanding befween fhe five groups, X2(8) = 38.16, p<.001. Of fhose in "good 
sfanding" in fhe menfored groups, rates of 88.5 per cenf in fhe menfored 
2002 group and 71.4 per cenf in fhe menfored 2001 group were found. In 
fhe confrol groups fhe rafes ranged from 57.1 per cenf in fhe confrol 2002 
group to 23.1 per cenf in fhe second gonfrol group. The mentor program 
seems fo have a dramafic posifive effecf wifh respecf fo refenfion. 
Moreover, fhe confrol groups from Universify 101 seem fo experience 
greater refenfion rafes fhan fhe second confrol group. The menforing 
program would appear fo be a value-added program. 

Mentor Effectiveness as Perceived by Mentee 

The mentor effecfiveness survey (Salinifri, 2004), which confained 28 
Likerf-scale sfafemenfs, was complefed by 16 randomly selecfed 
menfees. The resulfs reflected fhe posifive oufcomes of fhe menforing 
program. Menfees reporfed fhaf all menfors provided fhem wifh 
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Table 3 

Status of Students in the Five Groups 


Group 

Good 

Standing 

On 

Probation 

Required 

To 

Withdraw 

Mentee 2002 

Count 

23 

3 

0 


% within Group 

88.5% 

11.5% 

0% 

Confrol 2002 

Count 

12 

6 

31 


% within Group 

57.1% 

28.6% 

4.3% 

Mentee 2001 

Count 

25 

7 

3 


% within Group 

71.4% 

20.0% 

8.6% 

Control 2001 

Count 

19 

18 

18 


% within Group 

34.5% 

32.7% 

32.7% 

Second Control 

Count 

6 

13 

7 


% within Group 

23.1% 

50.0% 

26.9% 


encouragement to express their feeling about academic and social 
experiences related to university. 

The mentees found fhaf fhe menfors were very effecfive in acfing as 
facilifafors of resources wifhin fhe university. Mentors taught time 
management skills and helped students design their schedules. This was 
noted as being very important to the mentees. Mentors were very 
effective in helping mentees to develop study strategies and other ways 
to improve academic performance. As for personal advice specific fo fhe 
menfee, fhe mentor effectiveness was only 62 per cent. This may imply 
that the mentors were complying with the recommendations of fhe 
course insfrucfor fo act as a facilitator and determine the resources on 
campus that would best meet the mentees' needs. However, the mentees 
did find fhe menfors effecfive wifh verbal communicafions for concerns 
expressed by fhe menfees. The menfees also found fhe menfors fo be 
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very good at providing guidance in exploring realistic options and 
attainable academic and career objectives. And as role models in sharing 
their own experiences, all mentors were found to be effective. 

When dealing with issues of self-efficacy (self-esfeem, self- 
confidence) nof all menfees found fhe mentors fo be effecfive. Only 68 
per cenf of fhe menfees found fhaf fhey could discuss fheir feelings of 
self-efficacy. In facf, mentees reporfed fhaf 19 per cenf of fhe menfors did 
nof discuss feelings of anxiefy, self-doubt, or anger, even though these 
topics were mandated in the mentors' program requirements. 

Overall, 50 per cent of fhe menfees found fhe mentors to be effective 
in all areas of mentor funcfion. More fhan 80 per cenf reporfed fhem fo 
be effecfive in areas of skills development facilifafion, providing 
resources, and in providing sfrafegies for academic improvemenf. 

Program Satisfaction as Perceived by Mentees 

The program was designed fo create a mufual learning environment 
where menfees developed skills for academic and personal success while 
menfors developed skills fhaf are fransterable fo teaching and coaching. 
Persistence in the mentoring program and the university appeared to be 
linked to development of skills. In her journat one menfor noted "She 
sfill has her good affifude and work skills. She seems more confidenf 
fhan lasf term." 

All mentees and mentors identified access to resources as an 
important aspect of fhe menforing program. During an inferview, a 
menfee sfafed: "There [are] a tot of people who have no idea where 
fhey're going wifh academic advice righf now. I fhink if's a greaf 
program. If kepf me on frack." 

Menfees who appeared adjusted (not having concerns) and were 
persistent with the program found fhaf fhey had developed a friendship 
wifh fheir menfor and fheir peers. One menfee sfafed "we're friends 
now. Somefimes she calls jusf fo see how Tm doing and if I wanf fo come 
ouf wifh her and her friends." Anofher affirmed, "My menfor was my 
friend. Af firsf she was like fhe big sister who got to high school before 
you did and showed you fhe ropes, leffing you know whaf courses and 
Profs fo look ouf for, fhen as you became more comforfable fold you 
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about the best clubs and events to attend." A third mentee who became 
a mentor in her final year made the following commenf 

This is an excellent program. I am glad that you have it here. I wouldn't have bothered 
going through the workbooks or going to workshops on my own. The push is very good. 
Tm doing pretty good. I know where I am going with what I want to do. It may sound 
confident but if I don't know I can ask Heather (mentor). I came in with poor grades and 
now I am in good standing, surprisingly. (Stephanie-mentee) 

The mentorship program is a mutual learning experience for all 
parficipanfs. Success is measured nof only by fhe academic achievemenf 
of fhe mentees, buf also by fhe increased personal confidence. 

DISCUSSION 

Sfrafegies for increasing sfudenf refenfion are among fhe currenf issues 
facing universifies. Universal recognifion of higher educafion as a 
prerequisife fo success implies an increasing demand for a universify 
educafion for everyone (Paul, 2001). Sfudenfs wifh relafively low 
proficiency levels enfering universify have been consisfenfly fargefed to 
be at risk for dropping ouf. The findings from fhis sfudy show fhaf 
menforing as an infervenfion for sfudenfs wifh low proficiency levels has 
a dramafic affecf on refenfion. If was found fhaf none (in 2002) and 8.6 
per cenf (in 2001) of fhe experimenfal group were required fo wifhdraw 
whereas 4.3 per cenf (in 2002) and 32.7 per cenf (in 2001) of the control 
group and 26.9 per cent of fhe second confrol group (group wifh no 
infervenfion) were required fo wifhdraw from fheir programs. These dafa 
confirm Tinfo's (1993) belief fhaf academic and social involvemenfs play 
a role in currenf fheories of sfudenf refenfion. 

Conversely, having 88.5 per cenf (in 2002) and 71.4 per cenf (in 2001) 
of fhe mentored sfudenfs in good academic sfanding af fhe end of fhe 
firsf year as compared fo 57.1 per cenf (in 2002), 34.5 per cenf (in 2001) 
and 23.1 per cenf (second confrol) of fhe confrol group suggesfs fhaf 
menfored sfudenfs will enter second year wifh an improved proficiency 
level. 

The findings of fhis research provide evidence for a successful 
formal menforing program for firsf-year low achieving sfudenfs. 
Primarily, sfafisfically significanf evidence provided evidence fhaf fhe 
mentoring program increased the students' overall GPA and their major 
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GPA. Mentored students failed fewer courses in fhe firsf semesfer and 
fheir academic sfafus was dramafically beffer fhan fhaf of sfudenfs 
enrolled in fhe Uni versify 101 fransifion course who proved fo have an 
advanfage over comparable sfudenfs nof enrolled in formal infervenfion 
programs. Overall fhe achievemenf levels of menfored sfudenfs were 
higher fhan fhose enrolled in University 101 which were higher than 
comparable students not receiving intervention. These data lend support 
to the research linking mentoring and overall academic success (Grissom, 
1998; Kerka, 1998; Pascarella & Smart, 1991). Analyses of fhe dafa suggesf 
fhe success of fhe program in ferms of menfee and mentor safisfacfion 
wifh fhe oufcomes of fhe program. As Flaxman (1988) noted, menfors 
helped fheir menfees fhrough mofivafion and facilifafion in acquiring 
skills for success. As well, fhe resulfs indicate fhe imporfance of 
involvemenf wifh fhe insfifufion and peers as posfulafed in Asfin's (1993) 
fheory of involvemenf. 

Menforing is bofh a learning process and a teaching process. The 
menfor/mentee relationship is one of mufual benefif. In fhis pilof 
menforing program, parficipanfs esfablished a communify of pracfice 
(Wenger, 1998) fhaf reflecfs fhe pursuif of academic success, skills 
developmenf, and social relations. Learning is faking place fhrough social 
engagemenf. The menfee receives fhe guidance and awareness of fhe 
skills needed for fransifion from high school fo universify, while fhe 
menfor gains field experience in facilifafing learning fhrough a fransifion 
phase. The sfudenf menfor is synonymous wifh socializafion and 
relafional learning. I suggesf fhaf mafching teacher candidafes wifh af 
risk, firsf-year sfudenfs fhrough a credif course provided a unique 
formula for a formal menforing program. If implies a cosf effective 
system for refenfion. If ensures academic success wifhouf a financial 
burden on fhe insfifufion. Sfudenfs remained in fhe relafionship for 
mufual and exclusive benefifs. The menfee benefifed exfrinsically wifh 
improved academic sfafus while fhe menfor benefifs fhrough an 
experienfial learning course credif. According fo one menfor: 

The mentorship program is having a profound effect on my personal philosophy as an 
educator. I have developed skills, along with my mentee, at a personal level that can 
translate into a classroom setting and be applied to the whole class easily and effectively. 
These skills will benefit the students and myself equally and immensely. (Ian -mentor) 
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NOTES 

1 "To help students as they move from elementary to secondary school and 
as they make decisions about secondary school courses and future goals, a 
teacher-adviser program will be established in schools for students in Grades 7 to 
11. Each principal will assign teachers to act as teacher-advisers, who will each 
have regularly scheduled contact with students for a minimum of one academic 
year. Although a teacher-adviser program is required for students in Grades 7 to 
11, schools may also establish such a program for students in Grades 1 to 6 and 
Grade 12. 

Through participation in a teacher-adviser program, students will 
demonstrate: 

goal-setting, planning, and decision-making skills; research and 
information management skills (including locating and accessing 
human and information resources) required for education and career 
planning; the skills and knowledge needed to monitor their academic 
progress". (Choices into Action, 1998) 

^ University 101 is a course at the University of Windsor designed especially 
for first year students. It is committed to providing students with a solid 
foundation for learning. It is also a springboard for further student success. In 
North America, it has been demonstrated that students who complete such 
courses as University 101 are more likely to graduate successfully. They also tend 
to feel more confident and supported during their time at university. At the 
University of Windsor, University 101 has been running for four years. We invite 
all first year students to take advantage of this opportunity for academic success 
and fun. 
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